What type of mechanism determines the placement of adverbial adjuncts is an open question of generative syntax. Several alternative theories have been proposed, and their competition appears to be far from being settled. The position of adverbial adjuncts is also a neglected problem of Hungarian syntax; no attempt has been made to account for all their word order possibilities. This chapter aims to fill in this blank spot of Hungarian grammar, i.e., to provide an analysis which can predict all the word order positions, the scope, and the prosody of the different types of adverbials. It will be argued that the theoretical framework which is both sufficiently flexible and sufficiently constrained for a descriptively adequate analysis of the Hungarian data is the adjunction theory of Ernst (2002). Facts of Hungarian will also support a version of Chomsky's (2001) claim that adverbials are attached to the syntactic tree on a separate plane, in a third dimension, and are integrated into linear order only in PF.
their relative order basically corresponds to the order predicted by Cinque (1999) on the basis of crosslinguistic evidence. For example, manner adverbials precede degree adverbials (1a,b), and frequency adverbials precede manner adverbials (2a,b). These adverbials take scope over the constituents they precede, and they bear primary stresses (to be denoted by the symbol ').
(1) a. János 'gyorsan 'félig meg-oldotta a feladatot. (2) a. János 'gyakran 'jól meg-oldotta a feladatot.
John often well PRT solved the problem 'John often solved the problem well.' b. *János 'jól 'gyakran meg-oldotta a feladatot.
It is only adverbials of the same type that can be reversed preverbally. Their order determines their scope interpretation; the adverbial that stands first has wider scope: (3) a. A postás 'többször is 'újra csengetett. the postman several.times even again rang 'The postman rang again several times.' b. A postás 'újra 'többször is 'csengetett.
'The postman rang several times again.'
Predicate adverbials can also follow the verb, even though such sentences have a somewhat marked flavor. Within the postverbal section of the sentence, they can stand in any order with respect to one another and to the other major constituents. Interestingly, they bear the same pitch accent, and have the same scope options postverbally as they have in preverbal position:
(4) a. János meg-oldotta 'gyorsan 'félig a feladatot. 'John quickly half solved the problem.' b. János meg-oldotta 'félig a feladatot 'gyorsan.
(5) a. János 'gyakran meg-oldotta 'jól a feladatot.
'John often solved the problem well.'
b. János meg-oldotta 'jól a feladatot 'gyakran.
We attest the same dual behavior also in the case of sentence adverbials. Their unmarked position is a pre-or post-topic position in the left periphery, preceding everything else -see (6a-d) and (7a). They have the same fixed order relative to one another that is known from the work of Cinque (1999). They precede the first pitch accent of the sentence; they only bear secondary stresses.
2 Their scope extends over the sentence part they precede and c-command. Their order relative to topics may be free because topics are referential expressions, having maximal scope anyway. If the relative order of two sentence adverbials is reversed, as in (6d) and (7b), so is their relative scope, and the output is acceptable to the extent the resulting scope order is interpretable. As a somewhat marked option, sentence adverbials can also appear postverbally, where their relative position is free. No matter what absolute and relative word order position they occupy in the postverbal part of the sentence, they have the same scope possibilities and the same secondary stresses as they have preverbally. Thus every word order variant under (8) shares the two readings of (8a), and every word order variant under (9) shares the reading of (9a) Lower adverbials also have further structural possibilities. They can be focused, in which case they occupy a fixed preverbal position (10a), taking scope over their c-command domain, and bearing a pitch accent. They can also be in the scope of an identificational focus and/or negation (10b), in which case they surface postverbally, and behave like other postverbal adjuncts -apart from the fact that they undergo destressing. Finally, they can also be topicalized with a contrastive, fall-rise (√) intonation (10c), in which case they appear to have narrow scope with respect to the preverbal operators, seemingly contradicting the generalization that preverbal adverbials take scope over the sentence part that they precede.
(10) a. János JÓL oldotta meg a feladatot.
John well solved PRT the problem 'John solved the problem WELL.' b. JÁNOS oldotta meg jól a feladatot / oldotta jól meg a feladatot.
'It was John who solved the problem well.' c. √Jól JÁNOS oldotta meg a feladatot.
'[As regards quality,] it was John who solved the problem well.'
For sentence adverbials, these options are not available.
The Hungarian sentence structure assumed
The facts of Hungarian surveyed in section 2 will be interpreted on the sentence structure argued for in É. Kiss (2008) , integrating proposals of É. Kiss (1987; 2002) , Brody (1990; 1995) , Csirmaz (2004; 2006 ), Olsvay (2000 , and Surányi (2002; 2006) , among others. (The structure is simplified to the extent that it does not include morphosyntactic projections not affecting the word order of syntactic constituents, such as AspP, TenseP, and AgrP.) The Hungarian sentence is assumed to involve a layered verb phrase, dominated by a PredP projection. PredP, a projection argued for by Zwart (1994) and Koster (1994) , serves to establish a specifier-head relation between the secondary predicate (a resultative or terminative element predicated of the overt internal argument, or a bare nominal predicated of the incorporated internal argument) and the V, thereby facilitating their complex predicate interpretation (cf. also chapter 3). PredP can be dominated by one or more TopP projections, harboring topic constituents.
I assume that the overt V (i.e., the V in its highest position) functions as a phasal head. The phasal domain, a projection with no overt head, undergoes flattening, which results in a number of well-known subjectobject symmetries. Flattening takes place either because V-movement leaves no trace, or because the silent copies of the V and their projections are pruned. In the PF component, the postverbal part of the sentence can be linearized freely, subject to Behaghel's Law of Growing Constituents (1932), ordering constituents according to their phonological weight. E.g.:
PredP might be preceded by an identificational focus, and either PredP, or the identificational focus, or both simultaneously can also be preceded by a negative particle. I assume, following a proposal of Olsvay (2000), that PredP cannot directly merge with a logical operator; it must first project a Non-Neutral Phrase/NNP (which might be a realization of Rizzi's (1997) FinP). It is the NNP which can be extended into a lower NegP, a FocP, and a higher NegP. The V moves into the NN head, as a consequence of which the order of the particle and the V is reversed. In non-neutral sentences, the V in NN acts as the phasal head, and the phasal domain subject to flattening is PredP. A FocP or NegP can also be subsumed by a TopP projection. Here is a topicless focus construction, involving a lower NegP:
Peter not called up Eve-ACC 'It was Peter who did not call up Eve.'
The presupposed, post-focus section of focus constructions (the NegP in (12)) is subject to stress reduction.
Theories of adverbial placement
Generative theory provides at least two major alternative frameworks for the integration of adverbs and adverbial adjuncts into sentence structure.
In the feature-checking theory elaborated by Alexiadou (1997) and Cinque (1999) , adverbs are licensed as specifiers of functional projections, and they enter into matching relations with the relevant features of their respective functional heads. In this framework, the Hungarian preverbal degree adverb, manner adverb, and frequentative adverb, illustrated in (1), (2), and (3), would occupy the specifier positions of an Asp completive P, a VoiceP, and an Asp frequentative P, respectively. The evidential, modal and speech act adverbs illustrated in (6) and (7), on the other hand, would move to the specifier positions of a Mood evidential P, a Mod epistemic P, and a Mod speechact P. These projections have invariant relative positions in the universal hierarchy of functional projections, from which both the relative order and the relative scope of preverbal adverbs can be derived. What this theory could not account for in a straightforward manner is the postverbal occurrence of all adverb types. Cinque (1999) only allows a subset of adverbs (e.g. repetitives and frequentatives) to occur both preverbally and postverbally, by duplicating the functional projections harboring them. In Hungarian, however, all the 30 adverbial projections assumed by Cinque would have to be duplicated -and there would still remain problems. For example, it would not follow that, whereas preverbal adverbs take scope over their c-command domain, postverbal adverbs take scope from the positions of their preverbal counterparts.
In order to account for the fairly free distribution of adverbs in German and French, Laenzlinger (2005) combines the feature-checking theory of Alexiadou (1997) and Cinque (1999) with remnant movement. In this framework, the postverbal position of a Hungarian low adverb can be the result of VP-movement into a specifier position (Spec,WP) above the functional phrase harboring the adverb. The moved constituent can also be a remnant VP, or a projection subsuming VP. The mechanism is very flexible; it is practically unconstrained. Consider, for example, (13a). Its derivation would presumably involve the steps in (13b-d), among others: (13) The traditional assumption that adverbials are merged into the sentence by Chomsky-adjunction has been updated and worked out for English in detail by Ernst (2002) . In Ernst's theory, the hiearchical arrangement of adverbials is determined by their semantically motivated, lexically determined selectional properties. Different types of adverbials select different types of fact-event objects (FEOs). FEOs are ordered into the following hierarchy: (14) Hierarchy of FEOs:
speech act > fact > proposition > event > specified event Particular FEOs are mapped onto particular syntactic projections; nevertheless, there are no one-to-one relations between them. A FEO can be freely converted to a higher FEO, as a consequence of which a given type of adverbial adjunct may have more than one possible adjunction sites in syntactic structure, and a given syntactic category can also serve as a possible adjunction site for more than one types of adverbial adjuncts. The fixed relative order of FEOs is ensured by the fact that a category converted to a higher FEO cannot be converted back (unless a coercion operator is employed, or a lexical item indicates the conversion). For example, PredP, a category realizing an event, modified by predicate adverbials, can be reinterpreted as a proposition, and as such it can be modified by a sentence adverbial. However, once it has been modified as a proposition, it cannot be reinterpreted as an event, hence its sentenceadverbial modifier cannot be preceded by a predicate adverbial. Crucially, Ernst allows both left adjunction and right adjunction. 4 Right-adjunction predicts the postverbal occurrences of adverbial adjuncts, but it predicts a reverse scope order for multiple postverbal adjuncts instead of the free scope order attested in Hungarian.
It is a well-known fact of generative syntax that adjuncts are invisible for certain grammatical processes. For example, an adjunct modifying a preposed wh-expression is not bound by arguments c-commanding the trace of the wh-expression -presumably because it has no copy in the base position of the wh-expression. This fact, e.g, the lack of a Binding Principle C effect between he and the trace of John in Which picture of Bill that John liked did he buy t, has been accounted for by the assumption that adjuncts are inserted into the sentence late in the derivation (cf. Lebeaux 1988). Ǻfarli (1997) also derives the relative freedom of the linear ordering of adverbials from their late insertion. He argues that an adverbial originates on a separate axis (called axis z) in a three-dimensional phrase structure system. A z-axis element can be linearized at will with respect to the daughters of the node it is adjoined to.
Chomsky (2001) also claims that adjuncts can be late-merged at the root. When adjunction forms from the objects β and α the ordered pair <α, β> α adjoined to β, β retains all its properties, including its label, its thetarole, and its role in selection -hence we might intuitively think of α as being attached to β on a separate plane. Adjunction takes place cyclically, but is visibly only for semantics (adjunction elicits the operation of predicate composition in semantics). E.g. existing c-command relations are not altered by adjunction. At the stage where <α, β> is spelled out, it becomes a simple structure by means of an operation SIMPL that converts <α, β> to {α, β}. SIMPL applies at Spell-Out; in the course of mapping to PF α is integrated into the primary plane (the linearly ordered structure).
Adverbial placement in Hungarian appears to have all the properties of adjunction. A PredP, a FocP, or a TopP modified by an adverbial adjunct continues to behave syntactically like a PredP, a FocP, or a TopP. The adjunction approach can also account for the freedom of adverbial placement in a more straightforward way. Whereas in the feature-checking framework (cf. Laenzlinger 2005), postverbal adjunct positions can only be obtained at a high cost, in the adjunction framework the possibility of right-adjunction yielding postverbal adverbials comes for free (what would be costly is the exclusion of the rightward linearization of adjuncts generated on a z axis).
The proposal
The analysis that is capable of predicting all and only the word order possibilities of Hungarian adverbs and adverbial adjuncts, as well as their interpretation and prosody, is built on the following assumptions: i. Neutral sentences have the structure in (11), and non-neutral sentences have the structure in (12), both optionally extended into TopP projections. ii. The postverbal part of the sentence is subject to free linearization at PF.
iii. An adverbial is adjoined to the category it modifies on a z axis. iv. Adjuncts can be mapped on the plane in either direction, i.e., either leftor right adjunction is possible. (As a consequence of assumptions (ii) and (iv), right-adjoined adverbials participate in the free linearization of the postverbal string.)
From these assumptions, all the problematic facts of Hungarian surveyed in section 2, and more, can be derived in a straightforward way, as follows.
Predicate adverbials
Predicate adverbials, modifying PredP, the canonical syntactic realization of events, are merged into the sentence in a PredP-adjoined position. They take scope over their c-command domain. Their stress must be due to a stress rule of Hungarian that assigns a primary stress to every major constituent c-commanding the V in the logical predicate of the sentence (assuming a logical subject (topic)-logical predicate articulation). In PF, predicate adverbials surfacing postverbally are subject to free linearization.
The examples quoted in (1)- (3) are cases of left-adjunction. Presumably owing to perceptual reasons, right-adjunction represents a more marked option than left-adjunction. The relative order of adverbials (frequentative adverbial > manner adverbial > degree adverbial) is determined by their semantically motivated, lexically given selectional restrictions.
Observe the structures assigned to the examples quoted in (1)- (5): (15) 'The postman rang again several times.'
Either one, or the other, of the predicate adverbials in (15)- (17) can also be right-adjoined to PredP. Right-adjoined adverbials are -correctlypredicted to have the same scope possibilities and the same stress as their left-adjoined counterparts. Postverbally, however, adverbials are subject to free linearization in PF, motivated by Behaghel's Law of Growing Constituents. (18) is a permutation of (16a) in which the lower, manner adverbial has been right-adjoined to PredP. (18a) represents the structure that is transmitted to LF and PF, with the wider-scope frequency adverbial c-commanding the manner adverbial. (18b) is the PF realization of (18a) A PredP modified by a predicate adverbial can be subsumed by a NonNeutral Phrase dominated by a NegP and/or a FocP projection. Since the V moves into the NN head, predicate adverbials -whether left-adjoined or right-adjoined -surface postverbally, where they can be linearized freely. In the scope of focus and/or negation they are subject to destressing. Whereas their narrow scope with respect to the focus and/or negation is clearly marked by the lack of primary stress, their scope relative to other predicate adverbials can only be reconstructed if it is predetermined lexically, as in (24). The sentence in (25) Predicate adverbials, not being referential elements, cannot be targeted by regular topicalization. However, if they are individuated by contrast, they can be topicalized. Contrastive topicalization is discussed in detail in É. Kiss and Gyuris (2003) , where it is argued that a contrasted adverbial is used as the name of a manner, degree, frequency, direction, etc., and as such it has wide scope with respect to the focus -despite appearances.
Adverbials adjoined to NegP
The adjunction sites of negative proadverbs, subjected to negative concord, are the two (lower and higher) NegP projections. Negative adverbs can also be either left-adjoined or right-adjoined to NegP. The following examples involve negative adverbs left-adjoined a low NegP. The adverbs take scope over their c-command domain, and they are assigned primary stresses.
